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The subcommittee met at 10:15 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. Let the subcommittee come to order. 

This morning we hope to dispose of four bills assigned to the sub- 
committee. Three of these bills are nondepartmental bills and the 
other is a departmental bill affecting reservists. 

It is the residence of reservists, isn’t it, Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Of the three nondepartmental bills, H.R. 6479, was in- 
troduced by Mrs. St. George, a member of our subcommittee, for the 

urpose of authorizing the conveyance of certain land from the 

epartment of the Army to the village of Highland Falls, N.Y. I 
understand this land is intended to be used as a nonsectarian public 
cemetery. 

ae R. 8024, a bill introduced by Congressman John Shelley, has as 

tek pet ae the elimination of an existing restriction on the use of 
land previously transferred by the Federal Government to the city 
of San Francisco. 

Is Mr. Shelley here this morning? 

Mr. SLATINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And the other bill, H.R. 8713, a bill introduced by 
Mr. Charles Teague of California proposes to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to convey certain real estate of the Oxnard Harbor Dis- 
trict, Port Hueneme, Calif. 

Mr. Teague is here and we will start with Mr. Teague. 

And finally, the departmental bill, H.R. 10068, to be considered by 
us this morning proposes to amend the Career Compensation Act of 
1949 to correct an inequity which exists between certain Regular offi- 
cers of the armed services and certain Reserve officers in respect to 
travel and nea °° aay allowances upon their involuntary separa- 
tion from active 

I understand the Fibiiniiunand of the Navy will represent the De- 
partment of Defense on this particular proposal. 


49066—60—No. 47——_1 (3855) 








3856 
(H.R. 8713 is as follows :) 


[H.R. 87138, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Navy to convey certain real estate to the 
Oxnard Harbor District, Port Hueneme, California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Navy is authorized 
to convey to Oxnard Harbor District, Port Hueneme, California, an instru- 
mentality of the State of California, all that tract or parcel of land situate, 
lying and being in the United States Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 
Hueneme, California, comprising wharf numbered 1, and contiguous area, con- 
sisting of twenty-two and seven-tenths acres, more or less, and being more par- 
ticularly described as follows: 

Beginning at the northeast corner of wharf numbered 1, said point being par- 
ticularly described as coordinate 6013.48 feet north, 6,669.75 feet east as shown 
on the map of the United States Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 
Hueneme, California; thence from said point of beginning, south 89 degrees 55 
minutes 40 seconds west 1,386.1 feet, along the north edge of the wheel guard 
on the north side of wharf numbered 1 and the extension of this line to the 
westerly side of the dolphin which is at the western end of the catwalk that 
extends westerly from the west end of wharf numbered 1 to a point, said point 
being westerly 185.0 feet from the west end of wharf numbered 1; thence, 

South 53 degrees 05 minutes 41 seconds east 106.4 feet to a point, said point 
being on the line of the bulkhead that extends westerly from the west end of 
wharf numbered 1 and is 100.0 feet westerly from the west end of wharf num- 
bered 1 ; thence, 

South 37 degrees 47 minutes 40 seconds west 397.4 feet to a point, said point 
being at the approximated mean high tide line and said point being also on the 
northeasterly side of the cattle chute of wharf F; thence, 

North 52 degrees 15 minutes 20 seconds west 62.4 feet to a point, said point 
being on the northeasterly side of the said cattle chute of wharf F; thence, 

South 37 degrees 44 minutes 40 seconds west 10.0 feet to a point, said point 
being at the northwesterly end of the cattle chute of wharf F; thence, 

South 37 degrees 01 minutes 40 seconds west 82.0 feet to a point, said point 
being at the northwesterly end of wharf F; thence, 

South 36 degrees 51 minutes 39 seconds west 68.58 feet to a point; thence, 

South 37 degrees 01 minutes 40 seconds west 352.0 feet to a point, said point 
being approximately in line with the extension of the channel side edge of wharf 
F'; thence, 

South 52 degrees 58 minutes 20 seconds east 142.0 feet more or less to a point 
in the easterly line of the 13.5 acre parcel, sold to the Hueneme Dock Corporation 
by deed recorded in book 584, page 426 of Official Records of Ventura County ; 
thence, 

North 37 degrees 01 minutes 40 seconds east 452.0 feet more or less along said 
easterly line to a 2-inch by 2-inch wood stake set in concrete, said stake being on 
the north line of parcel D as delineated on Map numbered 1, Lands in Subdivi- 
sions 84, 85, and 87 of Rancho El Rio De Santa Clara o’ La Colonia, recorded in 
book 3, page 13 of Miscellaneous (Maps) Records of Ventura County; thence 
easterly along said northerly line of parcel D; 

North 89 degrees 56 minutes 39 seconds east 1,686.16 feet to a point; thence, 

South 45 degrees 04 minutes 20 seconds east 74.18 feet to a point; thence, 

North 88 degrees 28 minutes 04 seconds east 91.25 feet more or less to a point 
in the easterly line of said parcel D; thence, 

North 0 degrees 14 minutes 13 seconds west 798.15 feet along said easterly line 
of parcel D and parcel C as delineated on map numbered 1, Lands in Subdivi- 
sions 84, 85, and 87 of Rancho El Rio De Santa Clara o’ La Colonia recorded in 
book 3, page 13 of Miscellaneous (Maps) Records of Ventura County to a point; 
said point being on an easterly extension of a line parallel to and south 4.0 feet 
from the southerly edge of bulkhead on wharf numbered 2; thence, 

South 89 degrees 53 minutes 34 seconds west 253.2 feet along the said easterly 
prolongation to a point; thence along the following courses and distances which 
are at approximately mean high tide line; : 

South 32 degrees 50 minutes 41 seconds east 44.0 feet to a point; thence, 

South 04 degrees 59 minutes 11 seconds east 37.8 feet to a point; thence, 

South 21 degrees 20 minutes 06 seconds east 27.2 feet to a point; thence, 
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South 09 degrees 47 minutes 21 seconds east 37.8 feet to a point; thence, 

South 20 degrees 20 minutes 46 seconds east 21.5 feet to a point; thence, 

South 0 degrees 54 minutes 44 seconds west 174.0 feet to a point, said point 
“ being 10.0 feet northeasterly measured radially from the center line of track A; 

nce, 

a 114.03 feet along a nontangent curve concave to the southeast, 
? having a radius of 360.21 feet and a central angle of 18 degrees 08 minutes 14 
d seconds to the east end of wharf numbered 1; said curve being 10.0 feet north- 
a easterly of measured radially and parallel to the center line of track A; thence, 
e, North 0 degrees 04 minutes 20 seconds west 13.2 feet to the point of beginning 
rt and containing 22.07 acres more or less. 
a Sec. 2. The conveyance herein authorized shall be made at the fair market 
r- value of the property as determined by the Secretary of the Navy and shall be 
made upon such terms and conditions and shall include such reservations as the 
: Secretary of the Navy shall determine to be in the public interest. 
rt Mr. Tracur. I am here to testify in support of H.R. 8713, which I 
5 introduced. This would authorize the Federal Government to trans- 
. fer dock No. 1 at Port Hueneme to the Oxnard Harbor District at the 
le « 
it fair market value of the property as determined by the Secretary of 
it the Navy. 

This dock has been leased to the Oxnard Harbor District for a 
; number of years and is excess to the Navy’s requirements. It is not in 
» very good condition. The Oxnard Harbor District if it does acquire 

the property, proposes to spend large sums of money in fixing it up 
it in first-class condition and I understand in accordance with Navy 
” specifications so that in the event of an emergency or all-out war the 
it Navy could take it back. 

I don’t want to be presumptuous but as far as I know there is no 
ut reason why this bill should not be reported favorably. It is in ac- 
t cordance with the desires of the Navy Department and the Depart- 

ment of Defense. It has the approval of the Bureau of the Budget 
and would accomplish nothing bat good, and for a change would get 
t some money into the Treasury instead of taking it out. 
' Thank you, sir. 
t I will be glad to answer any questions, and if there are any poten- 
n tial objections to the bill I certainly would be interested in learning 
3 about them, : 
a Mr. Rivers. For the record, Mr. Slatinshek, I am going to ask you 
n to pose whatever questions you have on this to Mr. Teague for the 
i- record, 
. Mr. SiatinsHeK. Well, sir, we have a complete departmental re- 
. port on this bill which indicates no objection to the transfer and 
points out the purpose of the legislation. 

We have also this morning Mr. Tiencken of the Department of the 
t Navy, who will present the departmental views on this, and without 
‘ taking up a lot of time of the committee I think we should go ahead 
i- with Mr. Tiencken as our witness. 

n Mr. Rivers. I want to ask one question: The purpose of your bill 

3 is to transfer this land ? 

Mr. Tracur. Yes, sir. 

y Mr. Rtvers. It will be to the great advantage of that area? 

h Mr. Tracur. And also to the U.S. Government because of the fact 
that the dock and the warehouse are in sort of a rundown condition. 
The Oxnard Harbor District does have the money through its taxing 
authority to fix it up and utilize it. 
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Mr, Rivers. It will be available to the Government in time of emer- 

ncy $ 
OMe Tracur. Exactly. 

Mr. Rivers. And that is the crux of the whole bill ? 

Mr, Tracur. That is it exactly. 

Mr. Rivers. In the meantime the community will improve the prop- 
erty and it will be in a better state of repair, better condition, and 
available in time of emergency ? 

Mr. Treacur. Exactly. 

Mr. SuatinsHek. Mr. Chairman, the land and the property is pres- 
ently leased to the district by the Navy and this will of course give 
them title which will permit them to go ahead with permanent im- 
provements. 

Mr. Rivers. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Is this the harbor port which Hueneme uses? 

Mr. Tracur. Yes, there are several docks there. It is one port on 
the harbor. This is the Seabee port out on the west coast. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Is this also the harbor that Norton Sound uses? 

Mr. Teacue. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In the event of an emergency, this pier which will 
be rehabilitated by the authority would be again available for mili- 
tary uses? 

Mr. Teacur. Yes, it would. 

Mr. Rivers. I remember well during the war we used to refer to the 
fact that the Seabees had mountains of material there and it was 
exactly that. 

Mr. Teacue. They still do at times, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. The added activity brought about by commercial 
shipping in the harbor which would use this pier, would it interfere 
with the necessary Navy shipping activities at Port Hueneme as well 
as Point Mugu, which has the services of the Norton Sound ? 

Mr. Teacue. I am told it will not. Admiral Peltier was in com- 
mand out there for some years and he knows the local situation and is 
here in Washington now as Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks, 
and this proposal has his full personal approval, as well as the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of the Navy and the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Rivers. Any other question from any member of the com- 
mittee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Tiencken, come up. We haven’t had you since I 
used to head the Real Estates Committee. 

What have you to say about the situation, Mr. Tiencken ? 

Mr. Trencken. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which 
I can put into the record. 

Mr. Rivers. Is it long or short? 

Mr. Trencken. It is short. 

Mr. Rivers. If it is short you may read it. 

Mr. Trencken. I am Wilfred P. Tiencken, a real estate specialist 
from the Navy’s Bureau of Yards and Docks. I am appearing as the 
representative of the Department of the Navy. 

The property H.R. 8713 proposes to convey to the Oxnard Harbor 
District, Port Hueneme, Calif., is the same property which has been 
outleased to the harbor district since 1947, and is a part of the total 
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area which the Navy acquired by condenmation from the harbor 
district in early 1942. 

The proposed conveyance would be advantageous to the Govern- 
ment because the Oxnard Harbor District plans to rehabilitate wharf 
No. 1 into a usable facility as a part of a long-range commercial port 
development plan. 

By law, the city of Oxnard, Calif., cannot expend money for capital 
improvement to the dock unless they have title. The additional 
wharfage and cargo-handling facilities to be constructed by the city 
would become available for Federal use on short notice. 

The property proposed for conveyance is not required for current 
operations by the Navy. In view of the plan to improve the water- 
front facilities in the area, the sale of this property to the Oxnard 
Harbor District is considered to be in the best interests of the Govern- 
ment. 

The property proposed for conveyance by the Navy to the Oxnard 
Harbor District, Port Hueneme, Calif., comprises wharf No. 1, located 
south of the central basin and east of the Port Mueneme Harbor 
entrance and north of the Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory. 

The entire harbor development of Port Hueneme was acquired by 
the Navy during World War II. Subsequent to the war, this wharf 
and the property proposed for conveyance were leased to the Oxnard 
Harbor District so that they might provide commercial facilities at 
this port. Commercial shipping uses the Navy harbor entrance and 
central basin. - 

The Oxnard Harbor District is interested in expansion of port fa- 
cilities. The present improvements are in a deteriorated condition 
requiring rebuilding. The Navy requirement for this area is prima- 
rily to meet a mobilization requirement in the event of war. ‘The 
Navy has no present intention to rebuild the facilities presently out- 
leased. The Oxnard Harbor District plans to rebuild and expand 
the facilities but requires title before such a program can be de- 
veloped. 

Rebuilding of the facilities by the Oxnard Harbor District would 
actually improve the Navy’s mobilization potential since the use of the 
improved facilities could be obtained by leasehold if necessary in 
time of emergency. Rebuilding by the district will eliminate the 
necessity for rebuilding with Government funds and also eliminate 
the delay of construction when the emergency arises. The proposed 
use by the Oxnard Harbor District would not interfere with the cur- 
rent peacetime Navy requirements at Port Hueneme. 

The growth of the Oxnard Harbor District program is presently 
stunted by— : 

(a) necessity for restoration and reconstruction of wharf 
No. 1; 

(b) inability to provide additional berths to create operating 

flexibility ; 

(c) acquisition of Navy-owned facilities to enable capital in- 
vestment in cargo features needed to attract new business; 

(d) removal of light-draft commercial vessels from this area 
to the Ventura County Harbor now under construction ; 

(e) unfavorable land-freight tariff structures. 

The Navy Construction Batallion Center, Port Hueneme, comprises 
1,662 acres with an investment of $51,641,650, The Navy acquired 
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the entire Oxnard Harbor District property comprising 318 acres by 
condemnation at a cost of $2,164,000 in March 1942. This purchase 
included the 22.07 acres contained in this bill and wharf No, 1 which 
is reported as costing $544,000 when constructed in 1940, 

Some of the conditions which the Navy will specify and the district 
will accept include— 

(a) Relocation of utilities, structures, and improvements by 
the purchaser at no cost to the Navy; 

(2) Maintain the position of existing Navy bulkhead line 
(wharf No, 2) and widen the slip to 400 feet ; 

(c) Provide for permanent Navy control of harbor operations. 

Information available discloses that the cost of the Oxnard Harbor 
District expansion program would approach $10 million. Owner- 
ship of the property is one of the major factors necessary to permit 
this program through financing by general obligation bonds, revenue 
bonds, and tax proceeds. 

In view of the proposed use of this land by the Oxnard Harbor 
District, its availability in time of mobilization, the assurance of im- 
proved maintenance and capital improvements, and the fact that the 
property is not required for current peacetime naval needs, all con- 
tribute to the favorable report for the sale of the property at fair 
market value to the Oxnard Harbor District. 

No appraisals have been made as yet to ascertain the value of the 
pesearty which would be required before the Secretary would estab- 

ish the sale price. 

Mr. Rivers. The Navy represents the Department of Defense and 
you specifically represent Admiral Peltier who is familiar with it and 
you know something about it yourself? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you ever been out there ? 

Mr. Trencken. I have never been to this particular wharf; no. I 
have been to Port Hueneme. 

Mr. Rivers. The Navy is of the opinion that this would be of 
benefit to the Navy in time of emergency ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

In response to the question Mr. Van Zandt raised just now, we 
would have certain provisions in this conveyance to control the harbor 
so that the Navy’s remaining property would not be interfered with. 

Mr. Rivers. It has that protection ? 

Mr, Trencken. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Will it require any amendment to give you that pro- 
tection ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. No, sir. 

Mr. SiatinsueExk. Is the bill technically correct ? 

Mr. Trencken. No, there is one mistake on the first page of the 
bill, Mr. Chairman. The acreage is 22.7. It should be 22.07, as it 
appears at line 15, page 5. That is the only error. 

Mr. Puteri. It would be in the interests of the Government to 
make this transfer ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes. 

Mr. Chairman, when the property is developed by the harbor dis- 
trict, it would be developed with their money and would save the 
cost of rebuilding because the dock is materially depreciated at the 
present time. 
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Mr. Putrsin. Would the witness make part of the record the reser- 
vations he referred to a moment ago ¢ 

Mr. TrencKEN. Yes, sir, I can give them to you right now. 

The conditions which the Navy will specify will be relocation of 
utilities, structures, and improvements by the purchaser at no cost to 
the Navy, maintain the position of existing Navy bulkhead line, wharf 
2, and widen the slip to 400 feet, and provide for permanent Navy 
control of harbor operations. 

Mr. Puttern. Those matters will be taken care of ? 

Mr. Trencken. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. You put that in the record so we can have it when we 
make it available to the House. 

Mr. SuaTrInsHEK. Yes, sir. 

The language of the bill is flexible and allows the Secretary to 
establish such conditions as he desires. 

Mr. Puivein. These are the only reservations ? 

Mr. SiatrnsuHek. At the moment. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Philbin heads the Real Estate Committee and he 
isin a position to give us even more help. 

Mr. Puirpiy. It is always of great value for the service to give us 
his testimony. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I move we report out this bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s see if there are any other questions. 

Any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. You have heard the motion of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Without objection, the bill is reported favorably, with the technical 
correction on page 1 and the inclusion of that reservation. 

We have been glad to have you, Mr. Teague. 

Mr. Teacur. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say just for the record that we have a very fortunate situa- 
tion out there and always have had in that the officials of the harbor 
district and the Navy people have gotten along very nicely together, 
and it has been a splendid example of good cooperation between the 
military and the civilian. 

Mr. Pruitsin. We commend you on your handling of this matter. 

Mr. Rivers. The next one is H.R. 8024, Mr. Shelley. 

Mr. Statinsnek. Mr. Shelley isn’t here as yet. 

Mr. Rivers. His administrative assistant is supposed to be here. 
Where is he? 

Mr. StatinsHek. He is right here. 

Mr. Henverson. Mr. Rivers, Mr. Shelley is not here. However he 
is coming right down from his office. 

Mr. Rivers. Very well, we will take up another bill, then. 

We will take up Mrs. St. George’s bill, H.R. 6479. 

(H.R. 6479 is as follows :) 


(H.R. 6479, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL TO provide for the conveyance of certain real property of the United States to 
the village of Highland Falls, New Yor 

Be it enacted by the Senate and Ilouse of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army shall convey, 

without consideration, to the village of Highland Falls, New York, all right, 

title, and interest of the United States in and to the real property described in 
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section 2 of this Act, together with the right-of-way described in such section 2, 
to be used by such village for cemetery purposes. 

Sec. 2. The real property and the right-of-way referred to in the first section 
of this Act are more particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at the southwesterly corner in a stone wall, said point being south 
12 degrees 49 minutes 48 seconds east 49.34 feet along a stone wall from can- 
non numbered 33 which was formerly the common corner of the patent to John 
Moore; the lands of Grover Cox; and the lands of Lena Adolph, thence passing 
through the lands formerly of Lena Adolph the following courses and distances: 
north 39 degrees 29 minutes 07 seconds east 668.12 feet; south 50 degrees 30 
minutes 53 seconds east, 486.57 feet; south 39 degrees 29 minutes 07 seconds 
west, 716.00 feet to a point in the northerly line of the Sacred Heart Catholic 
Cemetery, thence along the northerly boundary of said cemetery and formerly 
the southerly line of Lena Adolph the following courses and distances: north 50 
degrees 30 minutes 53 seconds west, 30.45 feet: south 39 degrees 29 minutes 07 
seconds west, 8.00 feet; thence along a stone wall north 50 degrees 30 minutes 
53 seconds west, 44.55 feet to the northwesterly corner of said cemetery ; thence 
continuing along a stone wall marking the southerly line formerly of Lena 
Adolph and the northerly line formerly of Grover Cox the following courses and 
distances: north 47 degrees 29 minutes 52 second west, 364.58 feet; north 12 
degrees 49 minutes 48 seconds west, 60.00 feet to the point or place of beginning 
containing 7.96 acres more or less. 

Together with a right-of-way over an existing lane on the lands of the United 
States Military Academy for the purpose of ingress and egress to the aforesaid 
lands, approximately parallel to the southeasterly side of the Sacred Heart 
Cemetery and continuing approximately parallel to the southeasterly side of the 
lands now being conveyed for a total distance of 800 feet, whence the lane leaves 
the lands of the United States Military Academy and enters into the lands here- 
inabove described. 


Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Slatinshek—— 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. The bill introduced by Mrs. St. George proposes 
to provide for the conveyance of approximately 8 acres of land of the 
U Ss Military Academy at West Point, N.Y., to the village of High- 
land Falls, without consideration, for use for cemetery purposes. 


DECEMBER 23, 1959. 
Hon, CARL VINSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 6479, 
86th Congress, a bill to provide for the conveyance of certain real property of 
the United States to the village of Highland Falls, N.Y. The Secretary of De- 
fense has delegated to the Department of the Army the responsibility for ex- 
pressing the views of the Department of Defense thereon. 

The purpose of this bill is to provide for the conveyance of approximately 8 
acres of land of the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, N.Y., to the village 
of Highland Falls, without consideration, for use for cemetery purposes. 

The property that would be conveyed as described in section 2 of the bill was 
acquired by the United States for the expansion of the Military Academy in 
1942 as part of a larger tract at a prorated cost of $1,480. The land is part of 
the training area adjacent to a private cemetery that was excluded from the 
1942 expansion. This existing cemetery, which has a frontage on State Highway 
Route 9W, is still being used and averages three to 5 burials a year. 

In the summer of 1956 representatives of the village of Highland Falls advised 
the Superintendent, U.S. Military Academy that the village urgently required 
an area within which to establish a new nonsectarian cemetery inasmuch as 
the village’s existing cemetery, Peacedale, is rapidly being filled. It was also 
developed that the Peacedale Cemetery, which is approximately 4 to 6 acres in 
size, cannot be expanded economically, being completely surrounded by resi- 
dential property. Because the Military Academy occupies a substantial portion 
of the land in the village of Highland Falls, the Department of the Army under- 
took the cooperative effort of making some land available, if at all possible, for 
this vital need to the community. 
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The land described in H.R. 6479 is immediately across the road from range 1 
which is used as a tank firing range for the U.S. Corps of Cadets. However, in 
view of the fact that the private cemetery, which was excluded from the 
Government’s acquisitions, constitutes a parcel in this area over which the 
Department does not have control, it is possible to make sufficient land with a 
right-of-way to road available adjacent to the existing cemetery for establish- 
ment of a new village cemetery. Because of the location of the land and the 
fact that funerals will proceed along Route 9W, which is now used for that 
purpose in connection with the private cemetery, there will be a minimum effect 
on the training mission of the Academy. It is believed that a transfer without 
monetary consideration would not be appropriate in this case and that the bill 
should therefore be amended by deleting the words “without consideration” in 
lines 3 and 4 of page 1 and inserting in lieu thereof the words “at 50 percent of 
fair market value.” If amended in this manner, the bill would be consistent with 
the policy that fair market value should be realized for conveyances of this type. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hueu M. Mixon, ITI, 
Acting Secretary of the Army. 

The Department indicates it would have no objection to the trans- 
fer if it were at fair market value, and subsequent to the receipt of 
this report from the Department, the staff contacted Mrs. St. George 
and pointed out that under similar circumstances when land is trans- 
ferred to a political subdivision for public purposes, the practice of 
the Congress has been to authorize the transfer at 50 percent of the 
fair market value, and a precedent has been established under similar 
conveyances, the last being Public Law 210, in the 86th Congress. _ 

Mrs. St. George was advised of this. She then contacted the muni- 
cipality and received a letter from the mayor, I will give that letter 
to Mrs. St. George. 

Mr. Rivers. Will you read that, Mrs. St. George, at this point? 

Mrs. St. Grorae. I will be glad to, Mr. Chairman. 

This letter is dated January 27, but I also have one of February 
24 which I would like to read afterward. 

Let me read you this one that I brought with me. 

This is of more recent date. February 24. And after the first 
sentence, which is irrelevant, he says: 

Your letter of January 6 advised that conveyance without payment on part 
of the village is contrary to existing Army policy, but there prevails in the 
Senate a policy which requires the payment of 50 percent of fair market value 
when conveyance is made for stated public purposes. And as the Army insists 
on full market value and that you can only make every effort to obtain passage 
of the bill on basis of the 50 percent of fair market value, and before proceeding 
you would like to know the reaction to this. 

On January 26 the village board authorized me to inform you to proceed on 
the basis of 50 percent of fair market value of the land. As we would like to 
include the cost of this land in our budget for fiscal year 1960-61 which is now 


being prepared, it will be appreciated if you will advise as to the cost of the 
land when it is finally determined. 


I answered that letter on February 26, 1960, and said: 


With respect to the budget estimate to cover the real estate transfer under 
H.R. 6479, I suggest a figure between $2,500 and $3,000. That is based on the 
fact that the Army’s last estimate as a full market value of $5,000 but I hasten 
to point out that this is only an estimated figure. It does, however, give you a 
fair idea of what might be expected. 
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Of course, I couldn’t tell him the exact figure because we didn’t 
have it at that time. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that the mayor is fully cognizant of the 
fact and that the village is satisfied with the 50 percent of the fair 
market value which I wrote would be between $2,500 and $3,000. 
With that correction, I think the bill is acceptable to the locality. 

Of course, they would like to get it for nothing and you can’t 
blame them for that. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Slatinshek, with this amendment, it is con- 
sistent with the policy the President heretofore established ¢ 

Mr. SriattnsueK. The Congress established the policy and the 
President has acquiesced and gone along with it. 

Mr. Rivers. Congress established the policy. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that we recom- 
mend the approval of this bill and send it to the full committee asking 
for their approval. 

Mr. Rivers. Any other questions by any other members of the com- 
mittee ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. You have heard the motion of Mr. Van Zandt. It is 
approved, with the amendment. 

Mr. Shelley, we will now be very glad to hear from you on your bill. 

(TL.R. 8024 is as follows :) 


[ H.R. 8024, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act of May 9, 1876, to permit certain streets in San Francisco, 
California, within the area known as the San Francisco Palace of Fine Arts, to be used 
for park and other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act entitled “An Act to relinquish 
the interests of the United States in certain lands to the city and county of San 
Francisco, in the State of California’, approved May 9, 1876 (19 Stat. 52), is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any provision of the first section of this Act to the 
contrary, the use of Lyon Street from the northerly line of Bay Street to the 
northerly line of Jefferson Street, and of North Point, Beach and Jefferson 
Streets from the westerly line of Baker Street to the easterly line of Lyon Street, 
as public highways and streets, may be terminated by the City and County of 
San Francisco and such public highway and street areas may be used for park, 
cultural, recreational, educational, museum, artistic and musical purposes by 
the City and County of San Francisco, or by the State of California, if the 
San Francisco Palace of Fine Arts is conveyed by the City and County of San 
Francisco to the State of California pursuant to the California Statute entitled 
‘An act to provide for the acquisition, repair, and operation of the San Francisco 
Palace of Fine Arts as part of the State Park System, and making an appropria- 
tion therefor’ (Calif. Stats. 1957, ch. 2886, p. 4132).” 


Mr. Rivers. We will now hear about H.R. 8024, a bill to permit 
certain streets in San Francisco within the area known as the San 
Francisco Palace of Fine Arts, to be used as a park and for other 
purposes. 

The committee will be very pleased to hear from you. 

Mr. Suetiry. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: 

The bill before you, H.R. 8024, to amend the act of May 9, 1876, to 
permit certain streets in San Francisco, Calif., within the area known 
as the San Francisco Palace of Fine Arts, to be used for park and 
other purposes, of which I am the author, is drawn to enable the city 
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and county of San Francisco to grant clear title to the State of Cali- 
fornia for the purpose of rehabilitation of the Palace of Fine Arts. 
This structure 1s the last remaining building of the Panama Pacific 
International Exposition of 1915. 

Very briefly the background of this property is as follows: 

1. In 1927 the United States granted to the city of San Francisco 
this area known as the Palace of Fine Arts, upon which the building 
stands. This was done under an act of Congress approved in 1925. 
The Secretary of War was authorized to convey this area for “educa- 
tional, art, exposition and park purposes.” 

2. The remaining area composed of several streets as named in the 
bill and the three other blocks within the city and county of San 
Francisco which were either granted to the city for park purposes or 
purchased by the city for these purposes. These areas are presently 
the lagoon and park area facing the palace. 

3. The original grant of 1927 was also based on an act of 1876, 
which provided “for use of certain streets, where the palace is pres- 
ently located, for park, cultural, recreational, educational, museum, 
artistic and musical purposes.” This act provided that the street 
areas are dedicated for public highways and streets forever and there- 
fore the city of San Francisco is not in a position to convey these 
areas to the State until such an act as this is adopted authorizing the 
street areas to be used for the purposes which I have outlined above. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is not 
possible for the city and county of San Francisco to convey this prop- 
erty to the State unless the title is completely clear. 

The Palace of Fine Arts is badly in need of rehabilitation and re- 
pair. In 1957, the State legislature, recognizing the historical sig- 
nificance of this edifice, adopted a statute providing if the city of 
San Francisco conveyed the area to the State park commission, 
the State would repair, rehabilitate and reconstruct the building as 
close to the original as possible and for this purpose appropriated 
the sum of $2 million to be matched by equal sums from private or 
other sources and after this work was completed the building would 
be leased back to the city for the purposes outlined above. 

A private citizen, Mr. Walter Johnson, of San Francisco, has con- 
tributed the sum of $2 million in trust for the repairs necessary and 
thus the city was able to match the State money. 

In addition, a bond issue of $1.8 million was submitted to the 
voters and approved, thus bringing the full amount to $5.8 million 
which is the architectural estimate for the complete project. 

As you know, San Francisco was the site of the founding meeting 
of the United Nations and was also the location of the 10th anniver- 
sary of the U.N. In addition, many international meetings have 
been held in San Francisco. 

The addition of this building for the purpose of cultural, educa- 
tional and other purposes would greatly enhance the opportunity 
for such meetings of national and international scope in San Fran- 
cisco. 

And I might say, Mr. Chairman, that this area is right at the edge 
of the presidio and is down at the edge of the bay, the foot of Fill- 
more Street where the 1915 World Fair was hled. 

Mr. Rivers. The Army originally had title to it because of the 
proximity to the presidio? 
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Mr. Suetiey. That is exactly the situation. 

Mr. Rivers. And that is why this committee has jurisdiction, be- 
cause the Army originally had it, and I imagine in a search of the 
title when the bonds were issued, the lawyers found this cloud on 
the title, and that is the reason we have to consider the removement 
of the restriction and hence the jurisdiction of this committee. 

Mr. Suetiey. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. I was pleased to hear you mention the bequest—is it a 
bequest or outright donation ? 

Mr. Suetiey. An outright gift of $2 million, Mr. Chairman. A 
very public-spirited citizen. 

Mr. Rivers. I know San Francisco is full of them. Including the 
Representative to Congress. 

Mr. Suetiey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That almost went by me 
for a second. 

I also have here a statement from the city attorney of San Francis- 
co, which I will be glad to submit for the record. 

Mr. River. Put that in the record, too. 

(The statement of Dion R. Holm, city attorney of San Francisco, 
is as follows :) 


H.R. 8024 is a proposed amendment to the act entitled ‘‘An act to relinquish 
the interests of the United States in certain lands to the city and county of 
San Francisco, in the State of California,” approved May 9, 1876 (19 Stat. 
52), to authorize the use of certain street areas, to wit, “Lyon Street from the 
northerly line of Bay Street to the northerly line of Jefferson Street, and of 
North Point, Beach, and Jefferson Streets from the westerly line of Baker Street 
to the easterly line of Lyon Street, * * * for park, cultural, recreational, edu- 
cational, museum, artistic and musical purposes.” 

The street areas above referred to are within the area presently known as the 
Palace of Fine Arts in the city and county of San Francisco, the said Palace of 
Fine Arts being the sole remaining edifice standing from the Panama Pacific 
International Exposition of 1915. 

The portion of the area known as the Palace of Fine Arts upon which the 
building itself stands was granted to the city by the United States by deed 
dated June 3, 1927, and title in this area is presently vested in the city and 
county of San Francisco. The grant by the United States to the city and county 
of San Francisco was, pursuant to authority of an act of Congress, approved 
March 3, 1925 (43 U.S. Stats. at Large, pt. 1, ch. 450, p. 1129), which authorized 
the Secretary of War to convey the area in question to the city and county of 
San Fransisco “for educational, art, exposition and park purposes.” 

The remaining area known as the Palace of Fine Arts is composed of the 
street areas hereinabove referred to and the three blocks within the city and 
county of San Francisco (Assessor’s Blocks 916, 917, 924), which were either 
granted to the city for park purposes or purchased by the city for park pur- 
poses. These areas presently comprise the lagoon and park area facing the 
building known as the Palace of Fine Arts. 

The Palace of Fine Arts, as I have stated, was constructed for the Panama 
Pacific International Exposition of 1915 and was constructed as a temporary 
structure. While it has been maintained periodically by the city, it has fallen 
into such a state of disrepair and deterioration that in order to be preserved 
it must be completely repaired, rehabilitated and reconstructed. 

This is a matter of such interest to the State of California and the city and 
county of San Francisco that the State of California, at the 1957 legislature, 
adopted chapter 2386, Statutes of 1957, wherein it provided that if the city 
and county of San Francisco conveyed the area to the State park commission, 
the State would repair, rehabilitate and reconstruct it as close to its original 
form as possible, and the State appropriated $2 million for said repair, re- 
habilitation and construction, to be matched by equal sums from private or 
other sources, and that after the repair, rehabilitation and reconstruction the 
Palace of Fine Arts could be leased to the city and county of San Francisco 
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for park, cultural, recreational, educational, museum, artistic and musical 
purposes. 

Mr. Walter S. Johnson, a private citizen of the city and county of San Fran- 
cisco, interested in the repair, rehabilitation and reconstruction of the Palace 
of Fine Arts, has contributed $2 million in trust to the city for the repair, rehabil- 
itation and reconstruction of the Palace of Fine Arts, and the city thus has the 
funds available to match the $2 million from the State. 

Additionally, because the estimate of the architects for the repair, rehabilita- 
tion and reconstruction of the Palace of Fine Arts amounted to $5,800,000, a 
bond issue was submitted to the electorate of the city and county of San Francisco 
in the sum of $1,800,000 for the reconstruction and improvement of the Palace of 
Fine Arts, which was approved by the electorate at the last November election 
by a two-thirds vote as required by State law for municipal bond issues. 

Thus there is presently available in State, city, and private funds the sum 
of iy a for the repair, rehabilitation and reconstruction of the Palace of 
Fine Arts. 

As a condition precedent to the repair, rehabilitation and reconstruction of 
the Palace of Fine Arts the city must convey a clear title to the State of the 
area in question, including the streets described above, which are the subject 
of H.R. 8024. 

Because the act of May 9, 1876, referred to above, provided that the street areas 
therein set forth are dedicated for public highways and streets forever, the city 
is not in the position to convey these areas to the State for park, cultural, rec- 
reational, educational, museum, artistic and musical purposes until such time 
as an act of Congress is adopted authorizing the street areas to be used for 
park, cultural, recreational, educational, museum, artistic, and musical purposes. 

By enacting H.R. 8024, the Congress will be making possible the realization of 
the hopes of the people of the State of California and the city and county of San 
Francisco in the complete repair, rehabilitation, and reconstruction of this most 
beautiful building, the Palace of Fine Arts, the sole surviving building from the 
Panama Pacific International Exposition of 1915. 

This will be in accord with the prior act of Congress of March 3, 1925, already 
referred to, wherein the United States granted to San Francisco the portion of 
the land upon which the building itself is constructed to be used for educational, 
art, exposition, and park purposes. With the completion of the repair, rehabili- 
tation and reconstruction of the Palace of Fine Arts the Nation, the State and 
the city will have one of the most beautiful buildings in the country available 
for park, artistic, cultural and other such purposes. 

Mindful that San Francisco is the home of the birth of the United Nations 
and also the site for the 10th anniversary commemorative meeting of the United 
Nations, and that San Francisco has been mentioned often as a place for summit 
meetings and other such international meetings, I feel that I cannot refrain 
from mentioning that the Palace of Fine Arts, when repaired, rehabilitated, and 
reconstructed in accordance with present plans, will be an edifice suitable and 
worthy for such meetings of national and international scope. 


Respectfully submitted. 
Dion R. HoLMm, 


City Attorney of the City and County of San Francisco. 

Dated March 17, 1960. 

Mr. Rivers. This adds to the cultural value of that area and to 
the city of San Francisco. 

Mr. Suetiey. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

They will use the building for art exhibits, for international gath- 
erings, and for cultural gatherings, and there is a park and lagoon 
presently around it which is maintained by the city. 

Mr. Rivers. All for the benefit of the public. 

Mr. Suetiey. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Puustn. I think there should be no objection to the passage 


of the bill. , 
Mr. Rivers. Any questions by any other members of the committee ? 
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Mr. SiatinsHeK. The Department has indicated no objection to 
the elimination of this restriction as reflected in the following report : 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., January 5, 1960. 
Hon. CARL VINSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives. 


DeAaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 8024, 
86th Congress, a bill to amend the act of May 9, 1876, to permit certain streets 
in San Francisco, Calif., within the area known as the San Francisco Palace of 
Fine Arts, to be used for park and other purposes. The Secretary of Defense 
has delegated to the Department of the Army the responsibility for expressing 
the views of the Department of Defense thereon. 

The Department of the Army, on behalf of the Department of Defense, inter- 
poses no objection to the enactment of the above mentioned bill, the purpose of 
which is stated in its title. 

The Presidio was set apart from the public domain as a military installation 
by Executive order November 6, 1850. It was designated the Presidio of San 
Francisco in 1938. By the act of May 9, 1876 (19 Stat. 52) there was relin- 
quished to the city and county of San Francisco a strip of land along the north- 
easterly edge of the reservation subject, however, to the provisos that certain 
streets as laid out on the city map be extended and dedicated for public use. 
The Panama Pacific Exposition occupied a portion of the Presidio grounds, with 
the Palace of Fine Arts of that exposition still remaining. Pursuant to the act 
of March 3, 1925 (43 Stat. 1129), a tract of 9.93 acres of land on which the 
Palace of Fine Arts stands was conveyed to the city of San Francisco in exchange 
for other interests in land. This conveyance was made subject to the right of 
the United States to take possession of the land and improvements during any 
war or other great national emergency. The land so transferred to the city and 
county of San Francisco is, generally speaking, between the Presidio and the area 
in which the city was to maintain certain public streets under the act of 
May 9, 1876. 

By quitclaim deed executed October 5, 1950, in accordance with the provisions 
of the act of July 21, 1949 (63 Stat. 477) the United States, among other things, 
relinquished its right to repossess and reenter the Palace of Fine Arts and its 
underlying and adjacent land. 

Enactment of H.R. 8024 would relieve the city and county of San Francisco 
from the obligation to maintain public highways and streets in the area relin- 
quished to it by the act of May 9, 1876, and permit the land to be used for park 
and other purposes in conjunction with the Palace of Fine Arts. Inasmuch as 
the Presidio of San Francisco is no longer immediately adjacent to the area 
involved and abandonment of the portions of the streets listed in the bill will 
not affect Department of Defense activities in the area, the Department of the 
Army on behalf of the Department of Defense interposes no objection to enact- 
ment of this legislation. 

Enactment of this measure will not involve the expenditure of any Department 
of Defense funds. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
HuGuH M. Mitton II, 
Acting Secretary of the Army. 


Mr. Rivers. The other bills had no objection from the Department, 
either. 

Mr. SLatinsuEek. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, we will report the bill favorable to 
the main committee. 

And, Mr. Shelley, you may notify your people. 

Mr. Suetitey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Rivers. We have been very glad to have you. You have made 
a fine presentation, 

The next, Mr. Slatinshek 

(H.R. 10068 is as follows :) 


[H.R,. 10068, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 





A BILL To amend section 303 of the Career Compensation Act of 1949, to authorize travel 
and transportation allowances, and transportation of dependents and of baggage and 
household effects to the homes of their selection for certain members of the uniformed 
services, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That clause (2) of the second sentence of 
section 303(a) of the Career Compensation Act of 1949 (37 U.S.C. 253(a)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(2) is retired with pay for any other reason, or, immediately following 
at least eight years of continuous active duty (no single break therein of 
more than ninety days), is discharged with severance pay or involuntarily 
released to inactive duty with readjustment pay ;”. 

Sec. 2. Clause (2) of the last sentence of section 303(¢) of the Career Com- 
pensation Act of 1949 (37 U.S.C. 253(¢c)) is amended to read as follows: 

(2) is retired with pay for any other reason, or, immediately following 
at least eight years of continuous active duty (no single break therein of 
more than ninety days), is discharged with severance pay or involuntarily 
released to inactive duty with readjustment pay ;”. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. The next is H.R. 10068, and this is a departmen- 
tal bill. Our witness this morning is Captain Simmons. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Pearl, did you have anything you wanted to put 
in the record ? 

Mr. Praru. No, sir. I think the departmental position on both of 
these last two bills was presented very well, Mr. Chairman. It is a 
pleasure to be here before this subcommittee. 

Mr. Rivers. I didn’t mean to overlook you. You were present in 
‘ase we needed you, is that the reason ? 

Mr. Praru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It is nice to have seen you. We haven't seen you since 
we were in the old committee where Mr. Philbin has taken over with 
such great distinction. 

Mr. Putcer. He is still doing a great job. He is a very qualified 
witness, 

Mr. Rivers. The next bill is H.R, 10068. 

This is a bill to amend the Career Compensation Act, which is in 
substance a bill to permit a reservist who is being involuntarily sepa- 
rated from the service to designate the home to which he wishes to be 
moved. 

Mr. StatinsueK. That is right. However, with the qualification 
that he had completed at least 8 years of active duty and was awarded 
readjustment pay. 

Mr. Rivers. The minimum requirement is that he has completed 
at least 8 years of active duty. 

Is that right ? 

Captain Simmons. Yes, sir. ; 

Mr. Rivers. Give the reporter your name, please, sir, 

Captain Summons. Capt. K. G. Simmons. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: 

The ii a to appear here in support of H.R. 10068 is ap- 


preciate 
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The enactment of this legislation is desired to eliminate an inequity 
which now exists between certain Regular officers of the armed serv- 
ices and certain Reserve officers of the armed services with respect to 
the entitlement to travel and transportation allowances and transpor- 
tation of dependents and household effects to the home of their selec- 
tion upon termination of the performance of active duty. 

Under existing law, a Regular officer, upon being discharged with 
severance pay preceded by at least 8 years of continuous active duty, 
is entitled to select his home for the purposes of the travel and trans- 
portation allowances payable under section 303 of the Career Com- 
ame roe Act of 1949. He is also entitled to transportation for his 

ependents, baggage, and household effects to the home selected for 
allowance purposes under the same section, 

The Reserve officer, on the other hand, upon being involuntary re- 
leased to inactive duty with readjustment pay, is not allowed to select 
his home for the purpose of travel and transportation allowances or 
for the transportation of his dependents and household effects. In- 
stead, such travel and transportation allowances are payable on his 
election of either his established home of record at the time of being 
called to active duty or of the place from which called. 

A Regular officer therefore, discharged with severance pay by rea- 
son of failure of selection of promotion immediately following at least 
8 years of continuous active duty has entitlement to very substantial 
benefits which are not now available to Reserve officers who are in- 
voluntarily released to inactive duty with readjustment pay and who 
have an equivalent amount of service. 

It is believed that equal treatment should be accorded Regulars 
and Reserves when they are separated from active duty under the 
same or similar circumstances. 

It is hoped that this committee and the Congress will give this legis- 
lation favorable consideration, and that it can be enacted during this 
session. 

Mr. Rivers. Under existing law a Regular with eight years of serv- 
ice who is voluntarily or involuntarily 

Mr. StatrnsHeK. Involuntarily, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. A Regular who is involuntarily separated gets the bene- 
fits that you now want to give to the reservist ? 

Captain Smmmons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It would be identical to what the Regular gets? 

Captain Smrmons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. He may select his place of residence at any time before 
separation ? : 

Captain Srmmons. Within 1 year after separation. He may select 
it before and up to 1 year after separation. 

Mr. Rivers. It puts the reservists on all fours with the Regulars? 

Captain Smumons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that all there is to the bill? 

Captain Srmmons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I think the Defense Department moved forward on a 
r.i.f. bill which is now over in the Senate and that may have brought 
some interest in this bill, because this would work right along with 
the reduction in force bill. I believe the other bill had a minimum of 
5 years. 
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Mr. Puitein. What do you do for those who complete the 8 years 
of service? Do they have any provisions? 

Captain Srmmons. Yes, sir, but only to the home of record or to 
the city from which they were called to active duty. 

Mr. Puinein. This equalizes the situation with respect to Regulars 
and reservists ¢ 

Captain Simons. Yes, sir, at the 8-year level. 

Mr. Puitern. And the others are given compensation for transfer- 
ring their effects to the place where they enlisted or the residence at 
the time of enlistment ? 

Captain Simmons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Everybody else has to go back to the place of record. 
Is that true for the Regular ? 

— ~qroryvaage The provision for the Regulars still begins at the 
8-year level. 

‘Mr. Rivers. How do you determine the residence of the Regular 
when he terminates in less than 8 years ? 

Captain Summons. He gets substantially the same type of compen- 
sation. He gets severance pay and transportation back to where he 
was called. 

Mr. Rivers. Where he was appointed / 

Captain Smamons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suatrrnsuek. I have a few questions to clarify the record after 
the committee concludes. 

Mr. Rivers. Have any members any further questions? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Captain, where is the language that generally gov- 
erns this situation now? Can someone quote it ? 

Mr. Statinsuek. Yes, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

It is in section 303(a), the particular section that we are amend- 
ing is subsection (2), the pertinent section reads as follows— 

Under uniform regulations prescribed by the Secretaries concerned, a member 
of the uniformed service who— 

(1) is retired for physical disability or placed on the temporary dis- 
ability list ; or 
(2) retired with pay for any other reason or is discharged with sever- 
ance pay immediately following at least 8 years of continuous active duty, 
with no single break of more than 90 days * * * 
This latter language which I have just read addresses itself to dis- 
charge with severance pay, and of course, this does not apply to re- 
serve personnel. They, Reserves, are not eligible for severance pay 
under those particular circumstances. 

If they are involutarily released and given readjustment pay, that 
of course is something different. 

Consequently, since this section does not specifically authorize their 
choice of a home, they of course are therefore precluded from exer- 
cising that choice. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. There is no general authority for the Secretary 
to make a decision favorable to the— 

Mr. SiatrnsHEK. No, sir. There is an absence of statutory author- 
ity and this is intended to supply that authority. 

Mr. Rivers. Are there any questions by other members of the com- 
mittee ? 
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Mr. Wameter. In reading the last article, Mr. Slatinshek, it stated 
there “physical release.” Does that have a limitation of 8 years also, 
or does that give them allowances with less than 8 years ? 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. No, sir, there is no limitation there as to the years 
of service in that respect. In other words, there are two sections here, 
one for phyiscal disability and one “retired for pay with any other 
reason, or.” And then they go into the severance pay situation, you 
see. 
In other words, the 8-year limitation provides presently only to in- 
voluntary releases with severance pay to Regular officers. 

ae Wampter. The physical doesn’t apply to this particular phase 
at all. 

That clarifies it for me. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. What will this legislation cost if written into law? 

Captain Smmons. We have no specific figures. The best we can 
do is estimate from experience with Regular officers over the last 2 
or 3 years. 

The indication based on a sampling investigation indicates that the 
cost might be something less than the actual cost of sending a re- 
servist back to his home of record. 

A good many reservists—I should say Regular officers—upon being 
involuntarily separated, choose a home of selection near to the area 
in which they are being separated, which quite often is not as far 
away as the home of recall or their home of record. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. But you couldn’t give us an annual estimate / 

Mr. StatrnsHek. The official departmental letter indicates that the 
cost at best would be nominal and could be absorbed in existing ap- 
propriations, so the administration doesn’t feel it would cost any 
substantial amount of money. 

Mr. Winsteap. When is this settlement made with the individual ? 
He has a full year after he is released before he necessarily has to 
make application for this allotment. Does he have to return and you 
refund the expense, or do you give him a lump sum payment? 

I am trying to determine whether it is profitable for a man to go 
across the country and still not go. 

Captain Smumons. He has to actually perform the travel in order 
to be compensated for it. 

Mr. Winsreap. That is all. 

Mr. Rivers. Any other questions from any other members? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. I have a couple of questions for the record. 

Captain Simmons, could a Reserve officer change his home of rec- 
ord to some new place prior to being separated from active duty and 
thereby accomplish the same thing in effect that this bill would per- 
mit him to do? 

As the committee knows, he is given the right to go to his home of 
record or the place from which called. If he could effectively admin- 
istratively change his home of record, it would appear he could ac- 
complish the same thing that we are trying to do here. 

Captain Smmmons. Normally this would not be possible. In those 
few rare cases where an administrative error has been made in record- 
ing his home of record, he may then change his home of record prior 
to separation or release to inactive duty. 
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Mr. SiatINsHEK. Captain Simmons, with respect to Reserves, the 
bill specifies “involuntarily released to inactive duty with readjust- 
ment pay. 

Why are the words “with readjustment pay” used ¢ 

Captain Summons. The words “readjustment pay” are used in this 
connection because it is possible for a reservist to be involuntarily re- 
leased to inactive duty without readjustment pay. Specifically in the 
cases of disciplinary cases. 

Mr, SiatrnsHEK. Does that not also apply to Regulars, however? 

Captain Stumons. That also applies to Regulars. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. The existing language in the law mentions sever- 
ance pay and that is designed to preclude the very situation you have 
mentioned ¢ 

Captain Sumons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. StatinsueK. Now, the present law provides that Reserves 
being involuntarily released to inactive duty after 5 years continuous 
active duty are entitled to readjustment pay. ‘This bill calls for 8 
years of active duty before they can select a home. Why is this? 

Captain Smrmons. In order to bring it into consonance with the 
same benefit that is applicable to the regular, whose benefit begins at 
the 8-year level, it was decided to ask for this benefit for reservists at 
that same level. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that all, Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. StiatrnsuHek. That is all, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Didn’t you say something about the Bureau of the 
Budget ¢ 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. Yes, sir. The Bureau of the Budget has of course 
indicated no objection to this, but the General Accounting Office had 
addressed a letter to the chairman in which they indicated that the 
bill was technically adequate. However, they felt there was some 
objection to it in that there was created the possibility that a reserv- 
ist could theoretically receive this benefit twice. 

They pointed out if he were involuntarily released after 8 years of 
active duty and given this right to select a home, then subsequently 
if he were recalled it could be given to him again. 

This is, at best, I think, an academic objection. 

me Rivers. If he is so valuable that they call him back, let them 

ay for it. 

4 I think that is a fine observation, that the General Accounting Office 
has for us. However, we will establish the policy. They are our 
accountants anyway, so we can take their advice or leave it. They 
belong tous anyway. That is our organization. 

Thank them, and tell them we appreciate it. 

We will have the statement of the ROA now. 


STATEMENT OF CoL. JoHN T. CARLTON, EXECUTIVE DrrecTorR, RESERVE OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES 


Re H.R. 10068—A bill to amend section 303 of the Career Compensation Act of 
1949, to authorize travel and transportation allowances, and transportation 
of dependents and of baggage and household effects to the homes of their 
selection for certain members of the uniformed services, and for other purposes. 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate the opportunity 

of appearing before your committee, and being permitted to present our views 

on this most important piece of legislation. 
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The Reserve Officers Association for more than 10 years has been mandated to 
secure this much needed legislation. 

Your committee and Congress have been very sympathetic with reference to 
equalizing the treatment of Reserves and members of the Regular services. 

Under present existing laws Reserve officers when involuntarily relieved from 
active duty, or who are retired either for disability or length of service, are 
entitled to travel on transportation allowances and transportation of depend- 
ents, baggage, and household effects at their point of entry on extended active 
duty. 

Under the present law Regular officers who are involuntarily relieved from 
active duty after 8 years of service, or who are retired for disability or for 
length of service are permitted to select the home to which these allowances are 
granted. This bill will permit Reserve officers to select their home to which 
they will have these allowances granted. 

While this particular piece of legislation is long overdue, nevertheless, we are 
happy that the Defense Department has requested such legislation, in order that 
our Regulars and Reserves will be treated the same. 

We most strongly urge this committee to take favorable action on H.R. 10068. 

We wish to thank the committee for the privilege of appearing before you 
today. 

Mr. Rivers. Any questions? 

(No response. ) ' 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, the bill will be reported favorably. 

Is there anything else ? 

Mr. StatinsHex. That is all. 

Mr. Rivers. Before we adjourn, we want to say we are happy our 
colleague suffered no injury in the accident which occurred this 
weekend. 

Also, I want to thank you for the telegram you sent me. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I just want to say this for the benefit of the 
record: The whole incident was unfortunate, of course. It involves 
the rules of the road, which will have to be decided upon by a board 
of the Navy as to who is responsible for the accident, but when the 
accident happened it was at 7:59 Saturday night under cover of dark- 
ness with a lot of shipping in the harbor, and after the accident hap- 
pened I was quite proud of the officers and men of this destroyer 
escort, the majority of whom were Reserves. 

. When the general quarters bell rang, they all went to their sta- 
tions. When the fire and rescue effort was inaugurated, they imple- 
mented the program. Then, the orders to shore up the bulkheads 
were given and they proceeded to shore up the bulkheads. 

The Medical Corps men, although we were very short of doctors, 
we had one doctor to handle a lot of nasty situations, those boys did 
the best that they could. 

I was quite proud of the Reserves in general. 

This was part of the ASW program—antisubmarine warfare— 
and on Saturday afternoon, working in conjunction with the sub- 
marines, these boys performed in a masterful manner in their sub- 
marine attacks, and they were cautious as they could be in protecting 
the shipping during these runs. 

Therefore this situation Saturday night was just an unfortunate 
one. But it proves, Mr. Chairman, that the training that these Re- 
serves receive on the weekends and on these 14 days of active dut 
is adequate for them to perform the mission that is assigned in this 
antisubmarine warfare. 

Mr. Rivers. Was the skipper a reservist ? 

Mr. Van Zanovr. A reservist. A commander. 
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It is unfortunate but it is one of those things that happen. 

This tanker showed up on our starboard hand and it indicated 
it was a ferryboat. To the contrary, it was a tanker moving very 
slowly, and the radar had so many images on the screen that it just 
wasn’t distinguishable. When it became known that the tanker was 
on us, decisions were made that would put us in the situation where 
we found ourselves. 

If you think those tankers are not four-story buildings, get one up 
against you. It looked like a four-story building when it moved in 
on us. 

Mr. Rivers. Did you take on water? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. We flooded four aftercompartments. The bulk- 
heads held. The youngsters who were killed were in the crew com- 
partment—in their bunks sleeping. I don’t think they ever knew 
what hit them. They were killed instantly. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, we are glad you got back. 

The subcommittee will stand adjourned. 

Have we anything else on our agenda ? 

Mr. StatinsHeKk. Not as yet. No other bills have been assigned 
as yet. 

Mr. Rivers. The subcommittee will adjourn subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 





